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RBSTRACT

Three years after a General Accounting CQffice review
found tha: the Department of State and the U.S5. Informatior Agency
vere not meeting their overseas language regquirements, opportunities
vere still identifiable for improving this situation. The Department
of State met the problem largely by lowering required proficiency
levels rather than by increasing language skills. The Information
Agency's percentage ~f appropriatelyvy filled lancaage-designated
positions actually decreased, althcugh 1anguage—des;gnated positions
rerresented a larger percéntage of the Agency's overseas staff than
they did in 1972. To improve language capabilities, it is recommended
that: (1) assignment rrocedures allcw adequate time for language
training befcre the assumption of posts, and that strict criteria be
developed for granting training waivers: (2) the system for
determining language-designated 9351tlcns be based on actual job
requirements and the positions be periodically reviawed:; and (3) a
system be develored to ensure that persons who have the greatest need
fcr post language training are identified and givea priority
training. (JB)
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UNITED STATES

GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE

Improvement Needed

In Language Training And
Assignments For U.S.
Personnel Overseas

Department of State
United States Information Agency

T Deperunent of State and the Urited
States Informatiun Aguney are requined by
v 1o designate Foreign Service Ofticer pose
nons whichv require knowledge of o foreign
Levuage 26d 1o Wl them wath personnet pro
fo, o0 a0 Hial langriage.

The Departiment and the Agency have made
CUriain inpiovements in ther language iramn
i [ ograms and ass:gnment procedures since
GAO's report to Cungress ¢ January 19773
but opjiortunities exist for further improve
nicn,

GAD w recommendng that the Dopeortiment
gad the Endenation Ageaey tosgs STeps o
turther ampiose of language destanaied poss
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UNITED STATES GENERAL ACCOUNTING OFFICE
WASHINGTON, D.C. 20548

FEARA s S8k LiYISION

L 3
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*®

10 tna Secretary of State and
tne Lirector ot the United States
Information Agency

we have reviewec the progress mage Ly the DLepartment
ot State and tne btnited 5States Information Acency in response
to our Janeary 2z, 1v¥33, report to the Congress. "Neeu to
lizprove Languaaqz fraining Frograms ana Ascignments for U.S.
Gov:ernment rPersonnel Cverseas,” s-17c04y. That report aa-
c*essea the language requirements. training preograms, ana
language-reiateo ctaffing for several feceral departments
anu “agenciles and containea recommer._ations tor imgroving

then.

1t nas long oeen recognized that language proficiency
iz e=zzential to the et fective ascomplishment of certain
tasks overseas. 1This recognition 1is embodied in the Foreian
service Act of 1%46, as amended, and is evicent from the
extensive foreign language training proarams of the Depart-
ment of State anu the U.5. Iinformation Agency.

Lur 1v73 review touna t'at the Department ot State ana
the U.S. Intormation Agency werle€ not satistactorily meeting
tneir overceas language requirements because of several
tactore, including insuftticient emphacis on language skille
wnen making assignments.ang lack ot criteria for igentifying
foreign language neeas. Since then, sone improvements nave
bcen made, buti opportunities erist for further improvements.
Qur tinaoinge are sumrmarized below.

L]

1he Departrent of State and tne U.so. Information Rgency
are still not meeting their overseas language rejuirements
=atistactorily. State increasea i.s percentage of appropri=
ately tilled languaye-designated positions from 57 percent in
1~z to 75 percent 1n march 1374, host of this imgrovement,
however, resulteu tror lowering recuirea proticiency levels
rather tnan ircm increasing language skille. In State's
freview o1 lunguage-aesignateo positions cempleted in Cecember
1275, Lne percentace of arpropriately f{illed pocitions tell
to ©s percoent, primarily becausc of a significant nurber of
new lﬁnganEﬂgesignatea positions. About z¢ percent o1 the
lanagi.age=aesignated poeitions in the Lecemcer 1y75 study
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was at lower proficiency levels than these in 1972. The
Information Agency's percentage of appropriately filled
language-designated positions hac decreased from 61 percent
in iy72 to 58 percent in 1975. However, language-designated
positions represent a larger peccentage of the Information
Agency's oversvas staff than they did in 1972. The Informa-
“ion Agercy has not decreased 1its proficiency-level require=
ments.

The impact of inappropriately staffed lanauage-
designated positions cannot be expresced in quantitative
terms. However, incumbents in these positions who lacked
reauired language skills told us that tne lack of such
skills impaired their efficiency and performance.

The primary causes of the inadeguate language cap~
abilities abroad were failure to follow language training
policies and procedures and the assiagnment of officers
to language-designaited positions who had pari.al or no
language training. 1In addiction, the selection of language-
designated positions was, in some cases, based on factors
other than job regquirements.

Inadaguate language capabilities stenm in part from the
need to improve the effectiveness and manay:ment of overceas
post language programs. ke noted that incumbents were not
always receiving the most effective training from post lan-
guage schools. We also found a need for improved management
oversight of post language progran. to ensure uniform com=
pliance with program regqulations, appropriate justification
for individual training, and adequate supervision of other
Federal agency personnel participating in the program.

To improve languaage capabilities, we recommend that the
Secretary of State and the Director of the U.S. Information
Agency act to ensure that:

1. Assignment procedures allow adeguate time for

language training before officers assume a
language-designated position and that strict
criteria are developed for granting traininag

waivers.

2. The svstem for datermining lanauage-designated

gositions is based on actual job reauirements
and the positions are periodically reviewed.
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3. A system is developed to ensure that persons
who have the greatest need for post language
training are identified and given privority
training. )

The appendix contains further details and examples of

. our specific findings and recommendations.

we noted trat steps had been taken to coordinate {for-
eicn language training and research Government-wide and that
a number of actions were being initiated through an inter-
agency roundt *le forum. we believe such interagency ¢o-
operation i -essary, and we endorse the roundiable's
continuing = irrts.

Cur work was done at State and information Agency head-
guarters ang at the Foreign Service Institute, primarily in
the first 9 months of calendar year 1975, and at nurerous
overseas locations, including 1} posts, from March to May
1975. We have received comments from the 5State Department
and Information Agency on the matters covered in this report
and they were incorporated as appropriate.

Section 236 of the Legiclative Reorganization Act of
1870 requires the head of a Federal agency to submi: a
written statement on actions he has taken cui our recommen=
dations to the House and Senate Committee$ on Government
Cperations not later than 60 days after the date of the
report and the Fouse and Senaté Commitiees on Appropriations
with the agency's first reguest for appropriations made more
than 60 daye after the date ci the rerort. wWe shsll appre-
ciate receiving copies of ycur statements Lo the Committees
on actions taken.

we are sending copies of this report *o the above
named Committees; to the Chairmen of the Senate Committee
on Foreign Relations and Pouse Committee on International
Relations: and to the Director, Office of Management and
Budget. he appreciate the cooperation extencded by Depart-
ment of State and Information Agency personnel during this
review and would be nlad to discuss any matters in this

letter at your convenience. ,/
TA‘F - o 7
J. K. Fagick
Director

ey
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APPENDIX I APPENDIX 1

IHPROVEMENTS NEEDED IN LANGUAGE TRAINING

AND_ASSIGNMENTS FOR U.S. PERSONNEL OVERSEAS

JINTRODUCTION

In 1y60 the Congress amended the Foreign Service Act
of 1946, by adding a new section 578, 22 U.S.C. 966 (1970},
*to reguirz that the pepartment of State designate Foreign
Service Officer positions which reguire knowledge of foreign
languages ard fill those positions with personnel proficient
in those languages. The Congress intended these language-
designated positions (LDPs) to be identified primarily by
Chiefs ot Missions, based on actual work needs. Subscquent

legislation (Public Law yo-4y4, section 6(a), 22 U.S5.C. 1226(a)

(1970)) specifically extended the same previsinn to the
United States information Agedcy (US1A).

House and Senate reports on the 1960 legislation clearly
showed that the Congress was discsatified with the foreign
language capabilities of U.S. cmployees assigned to overseas
Missions and was concerned about the possible detrimental
etfects of tnis situaticn. As stated 1in the Senate report,

the intent of the legislation was to substantially raise
the foreign language capabilities ot y.5. employees assign~d
gvcrseac.

In tiscal year 1v75, about 4,100 state and USIA employ-
ees and their depenaents participated in language training
programs. These training programs Wwere conducted almost
entirely by State's Foreign Service Institute, hut a small
number of persons received trairing at commercial facilities.
State and USIA officials estimated this training cost at
st million, including tuiticon, student salaries, and related
expenses. instruction was given in about 60 languages and
ranged in intensity from a full-time, 21-month course in
Arabic to part-time (usually 1 hour a day) instruction at
overseas Missions.

To facilitate propet matching ot stafi skills with

language requirements, the various levels of language pro-
ficiencies have been designated as follows.

u no practical proficiency

1 clementary proficiency

[ ]

limited working proficiency

w)



APPENDIX I ’ APTENDIX I

3 minimum professiunal proficiency
4 full professional proficinncy

5 native or bilingual proficiency
State and USIA personnel are given foreign language
instzuction in speaking and reading; proficiency ratings are

established through tests conducted by tb . Foreign iervice
Institute. A proficiency rating of §-3/R-3 means thzi a
person can both speak {§) and read (R) a foreign language
with minimum professicna. proficiency. A person with a level
3 rating is generally considered to be able to effectively
communicate.

In a 1973 report to Congress,l/ we addressed the lan-
guage requirements, training programs, and lanquage-related
staffing for several Fedcral departments and agencies and
recommended improvements. At that time, we found that State
and USIA were inadeguatelv staffing maay of their foreign
language requirements aL overseas posts, insufficiently
emphasizing language skills when making assignmants, and
lacking in adeguate criteria for identifying foreian Jan-
guage reguirements. We recognize that State and USIA have
taken certain actions to improve thelir foreign language
training programs and assignments for their overseas per-
sonnel. The following sections of this appendix primarily
cet out areas where we believe they can make further
improvements.

wWe made our review at the headquarters level in
wachington, D.C., primarily during the first 9 months of
calendar year 1975. Visits to overseas posts in France,
Germany, Italy, Greece, Poland, Lebanon, Saudi Arabia,
Taiwan, Japanh, Korea, and Thailand were made durihg March
and May 1975.

MANY LANGUAGE=-DESIGNATED PCSITICNS

NOT PROPERLY STAFEED

State and USIA still have a significant number ¢!
language-designated positions staffed with personnel lacking
the cequired language skills. There were indications that

I/ "Need to Improve Language Trainino Programs and Assign=
ments for U.S5. Government Personnel Cverseas," (B-176049,
Jan. 22, 1373).
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the selection of language-designated positions have been
based partially on availahility of lanquage-trained person-
nel znd other factors and not solely on actual work needs.
To thie extent this has occurred, the recuirement for
language-proficient persornel has been understated and the
actual needs of the post have gone unrecognized.

pgpaftmegﬁfﬁf State

Although about one of every three Department of State
LDPs are not properly filled, Department statistics indi-
cate some improvement in assigning gualified personnel since
Ju., 1972. Fos example, State's percentage of pccupied LDPs
staffed with officers having the reguired proficiency in-
creasad from 57 percent in July 1972 to 75 percent in March
1974. However, most recent statistics show the percentage
had fallen to 64 percent in December 1975, as shown below.

Occupied LDPs_adecuately filled
July 1972 991 564 57
Mar. 1974 1,010 760 75
Dec. 1975 1,169 745 64

State officials exolained that the percentage decrease
from March 1974 to December 1975 resulted primarily from an
increass in the number of lanquage-desianated positions.

Some of the increase in the perczntage of LDFs ade-
guately staficd, particularly in the March 1974 statistics,
resulted from new procedures for desianating languazae posi
tions rather than from increased capabilities of assigned
personnel. 1In 1972, all Stale Derartment LEPs recuired a
S-3/R-3 proficiency, but in 1973, State changed its policy
to permit designation of positions at less than the =3/R-3
proficiency. In March 1974, about one-third of the posi-
tion requirements were downgraded from level 3 skills to
level 2. 1In December 1375, about one-quarter of State's
LDPs were rated below the 5=3/P-3 proficiency level.
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Lec. 1975 915 302 a/1,256

a/ Includes seven pocitions designated at the £=3/8=0
or 5-2/B=C level.

k2o the uniform level 3 reauirement been maintaired,
only 64 cercent of tne LDPs would have been properly staffed
in 13574 instead of 75 percent. For exarple, in September
1374, only 54 percent of Poland's 13 LDPs were prorerly
ctzffea. At that time, all but one LDP recuired an 5-3/
k-2 preficiency; the one exception was rated §-2/R-2. By
"ay 1975, the numter of LDFs in Poland had been increasec
to 1€, of which & required only 5-2/F=2 proficiencies.
sacec on the new designations, 87 percent of Poland'sz
occupiea LDPs were properly staffed. liad the positions
not pzen aownqraded, only 60 percent would have been LIop=
erly filled. Wwe belicve the use of tine less stringent
recuirement represents 2 reasorahle approach for desianat-
ina cesitions recuiring a language capability so long as
the languaqe reguirements are consictent with the neeads
of the job. (5ee p. 14 for further discussion of this
nattrr.)

#itk the lesz strincent recuirements, serious
of language=-cualified officers continued to exist

Lvern
zgses
ir locations. For exarple, basec on information
e
£

&t =crta

available at rcste during our fielawcrk, 6 of the 1l
s

[moasciex we visited hza only about half of their LIPS
croperly steffeo, as shown neidow.

10
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LDPs

Cccupler
_LLPs

Taiwan & 4
Thailand 12 5
Saudi Arabia 6 3
Italy (Rome only) 16 7

.Lebanon Y i

Greece 1: 7

United States Infcrmation Agency

USIA's percentage of appropriately filled LLP:s has de-
creased since 1972 from €1 percent to 5B percent .1 January
1975. During the same pericd, USIA substantially reduced its
total overseas staffing. The number of 1LOPs zlsc decreased,
bst not in proportion to the overall staff reductions. The
tollowing chart indicates the changes which have occurred in
LLPs since 1972,

Total positions , Percent of
overseas Number accupied LDPs
Date —_(note a) of LDPs acrguavely filled

Aug. 1477 828 434 61

Jan. 1974 811 393 64

Jan. 1975 6ly 349 58

a/ Excludes USIA personnel at radio relay stations and otner
media activities.

USIA, however, has not reduced the re ired S-3/R-3
proficiercy levels for its LDPs. Prior 2 our review, USIA
officials were unaware that Stste hsd designrated LDPs at lower
roficiency levels. In their opirion, "useful knowledge” of
a foreign language, as stacted in suction 587 of the Foreign

Service Act of 1v46, as amende¢ rmeans S5-3/R-3 proficiency.

bel
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Effect ¢f inadeguate
language skills

Insufficient language capabilitics apparently limit the
abilities of State ancd US5IA to adeguately perform some of
their overseas functions. Even though the detrimental impact
of inadequately filled LDFs is not readily guertifiable, the

- adverse effzcts could be significant--as dessnstrated by
the expeciences of personnel serving overseas.
Many officials in post management positicne generalized
- about the effectiveness and efficiency of incumbents who
lack the requiced lanquage proficiencies. Overall, they
expressed the belief that language capabilities at their
posts were adequate.

However, individual officers at Embassies and consu-
lates weze more specific in describing the consequences of
the lack of language skills. Many ofticers spoke of ineffi-
ziencies, distortions, missed opportunities, underuse of
personnel, and potential for visa fraud, Some LDP officers
who lacked th%: -eguired language skills explained that in
previocus assignments they had the required language profici-
ency. When comparing their curzent pecformances with thei:
previous performances, they indicated they are less efficient
in theiz curzent assignment, The following examples indicate
the detrimental impacts which can occur because of insufficent
language capabilities.

==k commercial oflicer avonids the non-English

speaking local business community: he is “cer-
tain® that he is missing opportunities to develop
valuable contacts.

==A consular officer said he is unable to provide

citizens abroad because he cannot adequately com-
municate with local police, hospital, and other

--An experienced political officer is unable to

perform duties no:rrmally associated with nis
level . Not only is he frust:zated but he also
believes he is doing an ineffective job.

frem the community he (s supposed to be ad-
dressing, especially the youth.

12
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--An information officezr =stimated that he can
effectively reach only one-thizd of the people
he should be contacting.

Depaztment of State and USIA officials emphasized that
LDP compl iance statistics do not accurately reflect the
total linguage capabilities at overseas Missions. They
ment ioned that many LDP incumbents who lack the required
proficiency have proficiencies close to the required
level. For example, in 1974, 60 percent of the State
. Department LDP incumbents whe Jacked the :equired lanquage
skills did have at least 5-2/R-2 capabilities. State and
USIA officials also pointed out that LODP ineumbents who
lacked the required capapilities inczeased their language
skills once overseas but that many of these impzovements
do not show up in the statistics. Officers are not always
retested while at posts, because only a few overseas
Jocations have personnel authorized to administer Foreign
Service Institute proficiency tests and Institute pezsonnel
make a limited number of testing trips each year. Further~-
moze, pecsonnel proficiznt in the host country language
are often assigned to non-language-designated positions,
theceby increasing the overall capabilities of the Mission.

we recognize these factors and agree that, to some
extent, they mitigate the impact ot ausignirg personnel
lacking cequired languace gkills to LDPs. However, we do
not believe they appreciably reduce the need to [i}] LDPs
with personnel having the necessary language skills. For
example, there is a supstantial difference between level
2 and level 3 language skills. In some languages, increas-
ing proficiency from §-2/F=2 to $=-3/R=3 may requite several
months of intensive training. Also, while pezsonnel do
increase their Janguage p:oficiencies once assi-.ned over-
.seas, this improvement takes time. Thus, a postion of an
officez's tour would be completed before the requized pro-
ficiency could be attained.

We also found that self-.ppraised proficiencies and
tested proficiencies often differ. Several officers told
us their most recent proficiency tests indicated higher
skills than they cuzzently possessed. For example, one
LOP incumbent had not been tested in the host country
language since 1957, at which time he had achieved an s=4/
k-4 rating. Hc estimated that, because of years of minimal
use, his actual proficiency is now only S=2/R-1.




APPENDIX I APPENDIX 1

Concerning the assignment of language proficien: per-
sonnel to non-LDPs, we do not believe this adequately com-
pensates for the effects of inappropriately stafied LDPs.
Personnel with adequate language capabilities are not
always able or available to substitute for LDF incumbents
with inadeguate language skills. Congress recognized the
agistinction between total staffing abroad and staffing of
specific langrage positions. 1In 1960, it amended the
Foreign Service Act of 1946, stating that it was congres-
sional policy that, to the maximum extent practicable, all
Foreign Service Officers should speak the principal language
or dialect of the countries in which they serve. In section
578 of that iaw, however. Congress stipulated that specific

positions designated as language essential should be filled

only by language proficient officers.

IMPROVED LDP_ASSIGNMENT
PRKGCEDURES NEEDED

we recognize that langLage capability is necessarily
only one of several factors considered v *n making assign-
ments to LDPs. As mentioned in the 1977 eport. language
capability is very often viewed as a L...ndary reguirement,
and primary job skills, such as expertise in political,
economic, or consular functions are emphasized. Other
factors also limit State and USIA assignment options,
including grade level, availability oi individuals for
assignment, aad career develcpment policies.

Granting that these and probably other factoss must
be considered, w. believe improvement iz needed ard can
be made in assignin; officers to LDPs.

Ascignment ot personnel

The Uniform State/USIA policy on LDP assignments is
very clear. Wwhen officers ascigned to LOPs do not have
the requirec language skills, they are to receive language
instruction betore assuming duties at the post. If train-
ing is not provideg or is terminated early, training waive s
are required. The waivers, which explain the emergency
conaitions that necessitate bypassing adeguate training,
must be approved by the Deputy Director General of the
Foreign Service and the Chief, USIA personnel Division, for
State Department ana USIA employees, respectively. hwaivers
are not necessary, however, when an inaividual completes
a tull training program but does not achieve the required
croficiency rating.

14
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In February 1973, the Secretary of State reaffirmed
these regulations, stating that in the future the Department
would: -

“s» &« » £i]] LDPs only with officers having at

a minimum the proficiency level reauired for
the position even thouah this may in some cases
result in delays in staffing * * * or may nar-
row the choice of officers.”

To meet this goal, assignments to State LDPs are usually
planned 9 to 18 months in advance of need, depending on
the length of language training necessary. USIA plans
LDP assignments from 6 to 12 months ir advance, but even
this does not allow adequate time for complete training
in such languages as Arabic, Japanese, or Chinese.

Despite these regulations and procedures, the Depart-
ment and USIA continue to assign many officers to LLPs
who do not have proper language gualifications. 1In the
11 countries we visited, about 28 percent of the State
Department officers assigned to LDPs from January 1974
to July 1975 and about 55 percent of the USIA officers
assigned during calendar year 1974 lacked the required
language skills. We also noted that some of these per-
sonnel had received full language training but failed to
reach the required proficiency level. Accordina to Foreign

" gervice Institute officials, this happens freauvently: one

Institute official escimated that onlv half the araduates
achieve $-3/P-3 proficiency at the completion of courses.
In fact, for mos¥ languages, the Institute expects only
students with supe-ior languace aptitude to attain a
lovel 3 proficiency during the inctruction period.

The majority of LDP officers who lacked the reuuired
lanquage skills either had not attended intencive lanquage
training program or had only partially completed them,
vsually because of insufficient time. For example,
slightly more than half the State LDP officers in our
sample who lacked the reouired skills were sent overseas
without havina any *tested proficiency in the required
language. For USIA, 20 percent of the oificers who lacked
appropriate language capabilities had no training before
assignment and others had. receiveé only partial training.

Officials said the major reasons for not scheduling
training or for abbreviated training usually involved
unforeseen events, such as unexpected departures of

9 officers due to retirement and health reasons; pressurce

M~
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officiais, usually Ambassadors, for specific individuals.
Also, we noted that ofiicers who lacked the required kills
were sent to posts because their proficiencies were close to
required levels and it was assumed that they ccould acguire
the necessary additicnal skills through the post language

. program. USIA officale tcld us that a shortage of junior
grade officers and reduced training budgets over the last
few years resulted in sone inappropriate assignments,

from posts for immediate replacements; and reguests by post

. Adeguacy of language
training waivers

waiver procedures were not always followed. USIA

had not prepared the waivers as requir~Z because the
officials believed written justifications were unnecessary
and because the officer who approved training and assign-
ment decisions was also responsible for approving training
waivers. We believe, however, that records of waivers ’
would give management valuable information on LDP staffina
prcblems.

State did not prepare waivers in some cases which
required them. For example, 2t several overseas nosts
ve identified 12 assignments made since July 1973 which
required waivers but for which Gtate had prepared only
4 waivers,

In our opinion, State and USIA need to define more
precisely the gituations which warrant assigning officers
that do not have appropriate language ckills to LDPs and
to execute waivers accordingly. Some Stete training
waivers €id not demonstrate “emergency conditions" nor
show why .it was preferable to staff LDPs with officers
lacking the reauired language skills rather than to delay
the assignments to permit language training. For example,
a LDP staffed with an officer who has no proficiency in
the host country language will, in all probability, be
uasatisfactorily filled for the duration of that officer's
ascignment=-which is from 18 months to 5 years dependinq
en his grade. %he waivers did not routinely compare the
iong-term disadvantaces of such 2 sitvation with the
shorter term effects of assignment delays. wWe recognize
- that there will undoubtedly be instances when immediate

assianment is advantageous but State and USIA have not
established adegurte criteria to identify those excep-
tional caces.

10
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" Recommendations

Ty

To improve LDP staffing, we recommend thiat the Secretary
of State and the LCirector, USIA, (1) review their assignment
procedures to ensure that, whenever feasible, assignments are
made enough in advance to  allow sufficient time for necester:
language training, (2) establish and enforce strict criteria

* for granting training waivers, and (3) ensure that training
" waivers are prepared as required by regulctions.

. hgency comments ano_our
evaluagcion

Cepartment of State corments on the recommendations arc
summarized bhelow.

The Cepartment pointed out that i. had made thanges in
assignment procedures, which promise to be useful in assurino
that personnel assigned to LCPs receive adecquate langquage
training and stated that:

“we are hopeful that our eerly publicizing of
anticipated vacancies in L[2's will attract a
larger pool of irterested officers at a date
early enough to provide necessary language
training.”

State intormed us that its assignment panels attempts
to weigh the long-term disadvantages of assignment of offi-
cers who do rnot have the reauired language nkills against the
short-terr benefits of such an ascignment, stated that:

“In accordance with the GAG's recommendation,
we have revisea our standard operating proce-

‘ dures to insure that these factors are more
systematically addressed.”

For the need to ensure that training waivers are pre-
pared as reguired by reguictions, the Capartment said that:

- ~t;e have tightened our proceduvres for reviewing
and approving waivers to ensure thet they are
contidering only upon the bacsis of a written
justification and that exceptions do no® occus
inadvertently. * * * we now have a mechanitn
for insuring that assignments to LUCP's reouiring
waivers are made in accordance with policy."

11
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We believe these actions should improve LDP stafting.
However, because the effectiveness of these changes is not
readily apparent at this time, it is important that State
monitor their impact and make acdjustments ac appropriate.

Cur 1972 report auestioned State and USIA methods
for cdetermining language-designated positiors, particularly
the Jack of criteria, limited involvement of post officials
in the designation process, lack of cocumentation to support
LCP decisions, and failure to periodically reassess language
neeads.

ftste and USIA have acted to correct come of these
shortcominas. Both have increased post particimation in
the aesignation procecs, and since 197Z, thev have conducted
reviews of LLCPs in conjunction with post officials 2nd rro-

‘vivea criteria to overseac officiales to assist them in

cvaluating language needs. Wwe found, however, that they
have not accurately identified total languace recuirements,
primarily because factors cther than job needs influence
the desiqgnations.

State hac reviewed its total LCF= on three occacions
since our 1973 report; the most recent review was completed
in December 1975, subseguent to our tieldwork. USIA has
reviewed its total lanauace reguirements only once, but
cfficiales told us thet LODPs are also individually reas-
cecced when acsgignments are made andg during overseas visits
bv neadcuarters staff. lie found that State Fepartment
officials at overceas pocts were generally familiar with
éecignation criteria prov;deg by State. A few Public
Af{laire officers, however, were not aware cf DSIA standards.

leither State nor USIA has establishea formal pro-
cedurec to recuire periodic reviews of LCPs nor have they .
includec present LLCP designation policies and criteria in
the Lniiorm State/USIA regulat;un . we believe including
these prolicies and procedures in the regulations would
facilitate the continued monitoringo of LCPs and would
ensure that officials resnorsible for determining lanquacge
meecz arce familiar with the estaplished eriteria,

ded to overseas ofiicials deccriher
tnat State and USIA believe reguire
ing positions that entail:

e
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==Conducting official business and developing
significant contacts with host country offi-
cials, businessmen, and eother leading citi-
zens where lack of English competence or
* other conciderations dictate that U.S. inter-
estc are best served by communication in the
local language.

~--Understanding significant public pronounce-
ments (speeches, parliamentary debate, etc.)
in the local language.

--Explaining U.S. policy and related matters in
formal or informal public appearances (radio,
televisior, speeches) in the local language.

--Acting as interpreter for the Ambassador or
other top Mission personnel in confidential
conversations.

--Monitoring accuracy and compnleteness of trans-
lations prepared by local personnel.

-~Reading and, perhaps, translating documents
in the local language whose nature makes it
inadvicable to have them handled by local

personnel.

--Having official consular or administrative
dealinos with host country officials, mer-
chants, lessors, contractors, local employees
and others for which communication in the
loc.]l language is essential.

In addition, the USIA criteria ncludes positions, such
as I1nfcrmation Center personnel, which reauire monitoring
public opinion and dealing with the general public in the

. normal course of business. =

Despite the uniform crit - ria, there were nunerous dif-

ferences in LDP desianations from post to post. Similar
' positions were lanquage~-desianated in one country and not

in othere. For examgle. in Paris all three General Service
officer positiors were language-desiqnated; in Rome only one
of the three pocitions was, and at some posts none of these
gositiong were language-designated. These and other differ~
ences resulted partly from varying conditions in each
country (for example, the extent to which English ig known
and used in the host nation) ana from post officials’

13 19
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judgrents on the importance of language in performing cer-
tain tasks. As discussed below, the designations were
also based on other considerations, such as availability
of trained personnel, expectations reqarding trainina
results, and perceived impact of desianations on prompt
staffing of vacancies.

In svbmitting reaiests for language~designated posi-
tions, some DOStS explained their reasons for including
or excluding positions, but many did not. Also, State
and UZ1A altered some post reocuests, but these decisions
were not always communicated and explained to post offi-
ciale. In the absence of documentation, we relied primarily
on the comments of incumbents and post officials in evalu-
sting the sdeouacy of LDP designations.

Cther factors are considered in designatina some
LDPs--primarily the availability of qualified personnel.
e believe the desire to keep the designations “realistic"
in terms of ability to staff the positions resulted in
understatina the number of positions that require language
proficiency. As noted in our earlier report, such oprac-
tices tend to prolong real shortages because the numbhers
of designated positions partially form the basis for
trainina input.

for example, in January 1975, the Embassy in Forea
recuested that LDPs at the post be increased from 3 to 8.
State anreed that this number more accurately refiected
the rezl necds of the post, but asked the Embassy to
reduce the reouest. State noted that eiqht positions
would be difficult to fill because few officers were en-
rollias in Korean language-trainino courses. In response
to the Kome Fmbacsey's reouest for additional LDPs, State
noted that Kome wag askina for progportionately more LDPs
than other rosts had, and that thiz would place a heavy

burder on limited Foreian Service Institute trainina
resources. In neither case did State dispute the reouccts
on the baszic that the identified needs were not valid.

There were numerous inconsistencies in USIA posts’
LDE aesignations. In scie countries, elmost all USIA
cositions were LLPES in other places none were. For
exampla, in Germanv vocitions with few exceptions were
language~desijnated, in Greece no wositions were, and
in Turkey, only one positinn was lanquage-desianated.

14
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we could £ind no differences in Agency functions to explain
why the Greek and Turkish posts had lesser language require-
ments than the German post.

Also, USIA's positions were sometimes redesignated to
~ reflect the language proficiency of che incumbent. For

‘example, the offirer chosen to £i11 the Public Affeirs LDP
at one post did not have the required language proficiency,
g0 the language designatior was dropped for that position
.and switched to another position which was occupied by &
language proficient office:. practices such as this tend
to circumvent the purpose of designating specific language-
essential positions. -

Headgusrters and some post otficials said it is
difficult to explain why certain positions are LDPs and
others are not. They stated that, oftentimes, there is
no reascn for designating one particular position instead
of another; for example, a post may reguire & language
competent officer in a section, but it does not matter
which officer has the language capability. Some State
and USIA officials nave suggested that a total number of
positions should be designated langirage-essential instead
of sp:cific positions--as reaquired oy the Foreign Service
Act of 1Y46, as amended. They believe this would promote
increased flexibility in staffing and, at the same time,
result in the ageguate accomplishment of language=essential
tasks. In their view, the duties requiring language skills
can be shifted among positions, depending on the capabilities
of assigned officers.

e recognize that this view is reasonable in certain
cases, but believe the number of positions to which such
flexibility pertains is small in relation to total LDPs,
The feasihility of functional realignments is limited by
the incumbents' job skills, experience, grade levels, and
availapility. Based on these considerations, we believe
the Act's requirement to designate specific positions as
language-essential continues to be valid.

Designation of nroficieacy levels

The State Department and USIA do not designate posi-
tions as language-essential above the 5=3/R-3 level.
State has set this. limit based on anticipated staffing
problems and the difficulties involved in training per-
sonnel to fill S-4/R-4 requirements, but it does not
necessarily reflect the actual language proficiency needs '
of a position.

21
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The Foreign Service Institute's training programs are
generally not designed to teach above the §-3/R-3 level.
Usuvally, higher proficiencies can be acouired only through
exposure to the language incountry. Also, State rates
many junior officer positions at the S-2/R-2 level because
officials reasnned that the Institute cannot guarantee that
officers starting at tne 0 level can reach the 3 level with-
in the aliowcd training time. :

Although the conccrns are understandable, Stete and
USIA would be more in line with congressional intent if
they recoanized all valid requirements reqgardless of staff
availahility and training difficulties. As it is, they
appear to be underestimating actual language requirements.
Officials at most of the overseas posts we visited identified
some positions they believed recuired S-4/R-4 capabilities.
They stated that some tasks could not be done effectively
hv personnel with lesser skills.

with more accurate identification of language needs,
State and USIA would be bett.r able to evaluate training
priorities and prcgram training resvurces. For example,
State/USIA rules governing posts' language programs cur-
rently prohibit individual instruction for officers once
they have reached the §-3/R-3 level. Were the level 4
language needs formally identified, State might want to
reconsider the merits of this limit. We talked to sever.l
officers at overscas posts who, despite the regulation,
had received advanced individual tutoring; they believed
this type of instruction was heiping them to improve their
language skills beyond the §=-3/R-3 level.

Cfficials ar several posts told us that, in making LDP
decisions, the considered the impact the designations
would have on prompt and responsive staffing of vacancies.
Some post officials said they agreed to a number of level
2 positions because they thought the positions would be
easier to fill and would not result in asgignment delays.
some incumbents in 5-2/R-2 positions beldeved that §-3/R-1
ckills were actually necessary and thagﬁtheir positions had
heen downaraded to ease recurring assidnment difficulties.

Only about 3 psrcent of State LDPs and no USIA LCPs
call for varving sreaking and reading proficiencies (i.e.
§-3/R-2 or S5=2/F-3). Yet, some State and USIA officers
caid the reading recuiremen.s are often less than sreaking
requirements.

l6
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- According to the Directors of Foreign Service Inst.tute
field schools in Japan and Taiwan, attainment of §-3/R-2
proficiency-in Japanese and Chinese requires 16 to 18 months
of intensive training. To reach the $-3/R-3 proficiency
level, a student must train as much as 6 additional months
at an estimated cost of $14,500.

Recommendat ions

We recommend that the S
of USIA, to improve their s
steps to ensure that:

cretary of State and the Director
stems for designating LDPs, take

--Lanquage Jdesignated positions and the pro-
ficiency levels reqguired are based on actual
language needs of th2 jobs without consider-
ing other factors.

--Lanquage requirements are periodically
reassessed and officials responsible for
determining language reeds are familiar
with the =riteria. 1In this regard, LDP
designation policies and criteria should
be incorporated into the Uniform State/
US1A regulations.

We also recommend that State and USIA review LDPs to
identify positions for which lower reading skills are-
acceptable so that training coste, especially for languages
involving writing systems different from ours, could be
reduced.

Agency comments and
our evaluation

) The Department of State made the following comments
about our recommendations on problems relating to the
designation of positions requiring language skills.

*with regard to LDP designation criteria * * *,
the Department is alrealy actively working on
this issue. The Boaréd of Professional Develop-
ment, established by Secretary Kissinger on
June 27, 1975, requested a study of the Depart-
ment's language training policies and practices
which is nearly completed. Cne recommendation
requests approval of a Departmental study which
would include identification of LDP's on the

17
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basis of more uniform criteria. As sugcested

in the GAGC Report, approved changes in language
training and LDP designation will be incorporated
promptly into the Foreign Affairs Manual.”

We believe these planned actions should improve both
the identification of LDPs and training ieguirements. We
urge State to initiate the recommended study, which would

g emcompass the criteria for identifying LDPs as soon as pos-
. sible. Accurate identification of language reguirements
essential to the State's development of appropriate assic
ment and training policies and procedures relating to the

staffing of LDPs.

PCST LANGUAGE PROGRAME COULD

P

BE-USED_KORE EFFECTIVELY

The Foreign Service lInstitute gives part-time lanquage
instructions at about 185 Embassies and consulates in
addition to the full-time training conducted in Washington
and at three overseas locations. These post language pro-
grams give Foreign Service personnel and employees of
other U.5. agencies abroad opportunities to study the host
country languages. First pricrity in the post programs is
to be given to LCP incumbents who lack required language
skills; other authorized participants include personnel
;ith job-related needs and aoult cependents of eligible
employees.

As discussed in our earlier report, the part-time
post programs are not intended to be, nor are they effec-
tive as, substitutes for intensive language training before
assignment. These programs are generally successful in
teaching beginners elementary and courtesy level landauage
skills, but are usually not adeguate to develop profi-
ciencies requir.u for LDPs. The post language programs,
however, can help to maintain, refiresh, or improve pro-
ficiencies which have been previously attained.

The operation of the post language program is the

responsibility of the post lanauage officer, an Embassy
: rofficer designated by the Mission Chief to locally admin-
"ister the program. Training it provided by using local
'personnel as tutors or by contracting with local institu-
tions. There are two types of training--individual tutor-
ing and group instruction. !lost training is ccnfined to
group sessions. '
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puring fiscal year 1975 post language program train-
ing cost more than $3 million, including estimated student
galaries, and awvout 5,100 U.S. Government personnel and
their dependents participated. State and USIA personnel
and their dependents accounted for about 57 percent of
the students enrolled. )

. As notad previously, State and USIA continue to
assign personnel who lack the required language skills
to LDPs. During our visits to posts, we observed that
post language programs were not being used as effectively

- as they could be to upgrade the language skills of these
officers. For instance, all LDP incumbents who lacked
the required language skills were not enrolled in the
post language programs, and certain LDP officers who
lacked required language skills were not receiving the
most effective training available. We also noted numer-
ous deficiencies in the management of the post programs.

We believe the problems result from lack of emphasis
on language training by post officials; insufficient
information on staff proficiencies available at posts;
limits imposed by regulations; and inadequate supervision
and followup by agency headguarter staffs and the Foreign
Service Institute.

Enrollment

As mentioned earlier, we noted that several personnel
who did not have the necessary language skills were assigned
to posts on the assumption that they would acquire addi-
tional ckills through the post training program. At most
of the posts visited, however, at least one LDP officer
who lacked the necessary language ski’ls was not enrolled
in the post language program, and at more than half these
posts, three or four officers who should hava been 1in the
program were not, Most of these officers were State
Department personnel.

According to State/USIA regulations and supplementary
instructions, post officials are supposed to ensure that
LDP incumbents with less than the reguired language skills
are enrolled in the program. Post officials told us they
usually do not enforce training for .these officers but
- rely on the incividuals to recuest training. They attri-

buted non-enrollment by some of these ofticers to heavy
workloads and travel schedules and lack of interest or
aptitude. A few officials said that the difficulty of
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certain languages, such as hrahic, discourages enrollment
by beainners because it is recognized that post instruc-
tion will not be sufficient to develop a professional-
level proficiency. :

we noted that officials at overseas posts often did
not know the specific lanquage skills of their employees
and were generaily unaware of training waivers which hLad
been nranted. We believe that such information would
facilitate post efforts to identify and assist officers
in need of additionazl training.

we also found that State and USIA do not routinely
monitor the enroilments of LCP officers in the program,
which would help to ensure that the programs were used
to upgrade the language gkills of these personnel.

In the countries we visited, 28 LCP officers who
lacked reaguired language skills were not enrolled in the
post language programs. A number of State Department
personnel bel 1eved they were not receiving the most
effective -raining available at the post. State/USIA
regulatio ' lack of emphasis on port - ainina priorities
has limited the access of these officerys to certain types
of language training.

we spoke to 32 progranm enrollees, 15 of whom were
LCP incunbents lacking the reguired language skills.
Generally, the enrollees we spoke to were saticsfied with
the guality of the post training. However, about half of
the LDP officers interviewéd who did not have adecuate
language skills criticized the iype of training, parti-
cularly the use of group sessions instead of individual
instruction. They felt that group training was not meet-
ing their needs because the instruction was geared to
the slowect learner in the group and each participant
received little individualized attention. Cfficers 2*
many posts believed that individual tutoring was more
effective than group training, ecpecially if the goal
is to acquire language ekills as ouickly as possible.

ctate/USIA requlations encourage the use of aroup

““training whenever possible. Individual instruction is

allowed when work schedules or differences in lanauage
skill levels prevent grouping. The regulations do not
specifically authorize usge of individual tuvtoring to

upgrade the skills of LCP officers who need further

26
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language training. Also, witn limited resources avajlable
for post lanjuasce training. several port language officers
Frefer grouvp training hecause it itf lecs costly and permits
training sf more peonle.

=-At one post, several officers with less
than the reouired languace skills were
. Flacecd in groun classes .. -use funds were

not available for indivalual instruction.
Yet, at the same time, the program at this
FOEt wac prcviding trainino to 38 other
eligible, but lower priority, State
LCepartment personnel.

~-Another post "paired" LDP officers who
needed further language training with
other Embassy perscnnel desiring lenguage
training. Vhenever one of the pair was
abesent from post or unable to attend the
instruction the class was cancelled. Cur-
ing our visit to this post, the partner
of one of the LD? incumhbents was out of
town for 2 weeks, during which the other
officer received no training., The post
langurage supervisor told us the “pairing*
was arranged because regulations required
groupinc whenever possible, '
==At a third post, training was cut back
because of a reduction in the proaram bud-
get. Cne LDP officer whose training was
shortened had no speaking cr readina pro-
ficiency in the host-country language and
his pre-decpartire training had been waived
on the justification that he had “good
language aptitude” and it wac assumed he
would accuire the necessary skille auickly
. once at the post. Becauvse of the reduction
in training, this officer was receiving
only 3 hours of irstruction a week, less
than the minimum hours reouired by the post
language proaram reculations end hardly
enouch to permit him to rapidly reach the
reouired proficiency level.

==At arother rost, an LLCP officer who lacked
the recuired lancvage skills chose not to
attend the rroqram hecause he could not
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receive individual training. In his opinion,
a2 group session would not meet his needs and
would be too inflexible for his work schedule.
The post language officer cited lack of funds
as the reason for not providing individual
training, even thouah most of that post's
program money was being spent to train lower

priority personnel.

some officers who occupied non-LDP positions and some
who had already attained the proficiency level required for
their jobs were receiving individual instruction, while
LDP personnel without required language skills were placed
in groups. The officers receiving individval tutoring
were usually high-ranking Mission personnel. We were told
that their work schedules and specialized training needs
prevented grouping.

In our opinion, State/USIA regulations for post lanquage
programs are not consistent with their established primary
objective of assisting personnel to achieve job=level pro-
ficiencies. It seems reasonable that LDP personnel who have
not achieved such levels should have priocity access to the
most effective training available at a.post simply because
they need it most.

we recognize that individual training may rot be better
training in ali cases. We do believe, however, that the
type of training given to LDP officers who need it should
be based on the individual language needs and the most
effective ways to meet these needs.

§3ﬁaae?é;§

Our review of post language prograins concentrated on
the use of these programs by LDP incumbents whe lacked
reouired language skills. 1In addition to the specific LDP-
related problems cited in previous sections, we observed
numerous deficiencies in the management and operation of
the programs, including:

~--State/USIA regulations were not always fol-
jowed. For example, personnel with 5=3/r-13
proficiencies continued to receive individual
training, even though this is prohibited by
regulations.
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—-Interpretations of regulations varied from
post to post. For example, one post pro-
vided non-LDP employees with only 100 hours
of instruction, while other posts provided
as much training as desired.

-=Justification for individual training was
very general and cid not give the Foreign
Service Institute sgufficient information,
- such as employee proficiency levels, tn
assess the validity of the training.

~-Some posts' reports were not prepared
accurately, understating training hours
and costs.

==At one post, two user agencies were mak.ng
direct transfers of funds to the post lan-
guage program, instead of following reim-
bursement procedures at headguarters level.

--Poor class attendance was a problem at &
few posts.

~=Cther U.S5. Government agencies were not
adhering to recquired program guidelines.

--Some training provided to other user
agencies seemed questionable. For example,
dependents attended the program for 400-plus
hours, whiceh is almost double the marimum
allowed by State/USIA regulations, and
individual instruction was given to per-
sonnel who did not need the language for
their work.

These deficiencies indicate a need to increase super-
vision of the programs. Fresently, there seims to be only
minimal control to ensure that programs are operated in
accordance with existing regulations., Foreign Service
Institute officials told us they lacked the necessary staff
to make detailed reviews of information submitted by the
- posts. Also, when their personne! visit overseas Missions,

they spend most of their time administering language profi-
ciency tests, with little or no time devoted to management
evaluation.
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we recommend that the Secretary of State and the Directer,
LCSIA:

--Require followup on LDP incumbents who need
further language training to ensure that
they are receiving effective post language
training.

--Reemphasize the priorities of the post lan-
guage programs, giving consideration to revising
the regulations to clearly authorize individuel
training for LDP incumbents whc lachk required
language skills wherever it is deemed to be
the most effective training.

--Provide overseas posts with necessary data,
including proficiency scores and waiver docu-=
ments, to assist pest officials in identify.iing
and monitoring staff language-training needs.

Also, the Secretary of State should direct the Foreign
Service Institute to devote mote time to evaluating manage-
pent of post programs, particularly during their visits to
posts-

Agency_comments_and

our_evaluation

State's specific comments on the shortcomings we noted
in the post language programs are gquoted below.

“The LCepartment has been increasingly aware of .
these shortcomings, all of them sterming from one
basic problem: lack of adequate supervision to
programs in the field. For the last eight years,
starting with BALPA [Balance of Payments] reduc-
tionc of personnel overseas, the Department has
experimented with the supervision of PLPc [Post
Language Programs] through vicits by supervisory
linquiste from the FSI [Foreign Service Institute]
- staff in washington. It is now entirely clear that
this method cannot provide adequate professional
assistance tc posts. Such trips have created con-
flict.; between the responsibilities the linauists
have for training in WKeshington and their respon-
sibilities for training programs at posts. Their
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trips on the one hand have interfered with the
washington instructional proaram, and on the
other hand have had to be so brief as to preclude
any in-depth supervision of PLPs.

. “The Department recognizes the necessity of sta-
tioning Regional Language Supervisors [RLS] at
strategic locations in the field to provide pro-

R fessional language training and testing aseist-
ance to posts. The Priorities Policy Group has
allocated two new positions to FSI for fiscal
year 1977 as a beginning toward reestablicghing a
RLS system similar to the cne which FSI operated
prior to 1968. FSI plans to use these positions
to station in the field within the next few months
one Regional Language Supervisor in South America
and one in Furope. A third position, formerly
located in Bangkok and presently vacant, will be
used to station an RLS in South Asia.

*The development of these three persons will sub-
stantially contribute toward improving the guality
of post language programs in areas of the world
containing a larce percentage of Foreign Service
personnel and of LCPs, but will fall considerably
short of providing adeauate coverage worldwide.
The Board of Professionai Development is currently
studying this problem.”

* * & * &

“The Department agrees that providing overseas
posts with proficiency scores of perszonnel pro-
ceeding to overseas assignments would greatly
assist posi officials in identifying language
training needs. FSI will work out a system to
notify posts of the final oroficiency ratings of
employees completing Washington training.”

' - state did not agree that regulations governing the use
of individual language instructions at the post need to be
-, clarifieéd and stated that:

»The stationing of RLS in the field will assist
(post officials] by providina on-the-spot pro-
fessional quidance in setting vnriorities on the
vse of PLP money.”
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The planned actions cited by State should improve the
management and effectiveness of post lanquage programs; but,
in our opinion, greater control and review of post language
programs is alsc necessary at "he headauarters level to
assist overseas personnel in managing the programs.

In our opinion, post language proqram regulations for
individual instruction for LDP incumbents need further
clarification. From our observations at overseas posts we
believe that some LCP incumbents who lacked reocuired lan-
guage skills were not receiving the most effective training
because of post officials’ interpretaticns of the regula-~
tions. Additional emphasis is needed in the requlations
to assure that such LDP incumbents receive the most effec-
tive training.

In commenting on this report, State pointed out that
in fiscal year 1975 individual inctruction at post language
programs accounted for 18 percent of the students and 29
percent of the funds expended, csuggesting State was already
emphasizing individual instruction to LDP incumbents. 5ince
the first priority of the post programs is to bprovide in-
struction to LCP incumbents, it seems to us such individuals
should be accommodated first and a qreater portica of avail-
able funds should be used for priority instruction.
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5 l § DEPARTMENT OF STATE

Waisingion, D.C. 20530

April 22, 1976

Mr. J. K. Fasick

Director

International Divisbn

U.8. General Accounting Office
Washington, D. C. 20548

Dear Mr. Fesick:

I am replying to your letter of April 1, which forwarded
copies of the draft report: "Further Improvements Needed
in Language Training Programs and Assignments for U.S.
Foreign Service Personnel Overseas.”

The enclosed comments were prepared by the Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Personnel and the Deputy Director of the
Foreign Service Institute.

We appreciate having had the opportunity to review and

comment on the draft report. 1If I may be of further
assistance, 1 trust you will let me know.

Daniel L., Williamson
Deputy Assistant Secreta.y
for Budget and Finance
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LSIA

INFORMATION AGENCY
WASHINGTON 20547

April b, 1976

Mr. J. K. Fazick
Tirector, International Division
J. S. General Accounting Office

Dear Mr. Fasick:

We have received the draft copy of yonr report entitled
"Further Improvements are Needed in Language Training Programs
and Assignments for U. §. Foreign Service Personnel Overseas"
and believe it to be a comprehensive, highly professional study
of the extent to which USIA has met language requirements in
staffing overseas positions.

The individuals cor®icting the study consulted with
concerned Agency personnel at length, and we are gratified
t5 see that their comments received fair consideration in
the preparation of the draft.

The Agency is appreciative of the opportunity to review
the report prior to its officis? issuance.

[/

incerely,

’ William A. Robey
. Chief, Finance and Data
Management Division

O

ERIC
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